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Software piracy is the unauthorized copying, sharing, or using of software. It can be a 
profitable endeavor for individuals, and a tremendous loss for the industry. According 
to Gulf News, Software piracy losses in the Arabian Gulf states in 2015 was 897$ 
million (AED 3.29 billion). Therefore, it is critical to understand as much as possible 
about the phenomenon and investigate the factors that influence subjects’ piracy 
behavior. Driven by gaps in previously published literature, the study presented here 
is an experimental investigation into the gender differences in identity-based social 
influence. In essence, the study examined if males or females are more likely to 
influence a group of their peers to either pirate or abstain from pirating a piece of 
software. While this topic is previously unstudied in the field of software piracy, it 
could be potentially useful in such areas as anti-piracy advertising. Further, as most of 
the published studies in software piracy are inclined to social desirability bias (as these 
studies traditionally rely on surveys and responses to paper-based scenarios), the study 
presented herein has been designed with the specific objective of avoiding social 
desirability bias by having real money at stake in an experimental setting.  
 







Title and Abstract (in Arabic) 
الفروق بين الجنسين في التأثير االجتماعي القائم على الهوية: اختبار تجريبي للسلوك 
 للبرمجياتالتجريبي 
 صالملخ
قرصنة البرامج هي النسخ أو المشاركة أو االستخدام غير المصرح به للبرامج. يمكن أن يكون 
مسعى مربح لألفراد، وخسارة هائلة لهذه الصناعة. ووفقاً لشركة جلف نيوز، فإن خسائر قرصنة 
يار درهم مل 9.59مليون دوالر ) 798بلغت  5102البرامج في دول الخليج العربي في عام 
إماراتي(. لذلك، من األهمية أن نفهم بأكبر قدر ممكن حول هذه الظاهرة والتحقيق في العوامل 
الدراسة المعروضة هنا هي التحقيق التجريبي في  التي تؤثر على سلوك القرصنة لدى األفراد.
الدراسة  تاالختالفات بين الجنسين في التأثير االجتماعي القائم على الهوية. في جوهرها، فحص
ما إذا كان الذكور أو اإلناث أكثر عرضة للتأثير على مجموعة من أقرانهم إما للقراصنة أو 
االمتناع عن قرصنة قطعة من البرمجيات. في حين أن هذا الموضوع غير مدروس سابقًا في 
 مجال قرصنة البرامج، فقد يكون مفيدًا في مجاالت مثل اإلعالنات المناهضة للقرصنة. عالوة
على ذلك، بما أن معظم الدراسات المنشورة في قرصنة البرامج تميل إلى التحيز االجتماعي 
المرغوب )حيث أن هذه الدراسات تعتمد تقليديًا على المسوحات واالستجابات للسيناريوهات 
المستندة إلى الورق(، فقد تم تصميم الدراسة المقدمة هنا بهدف محدد هو تجنب التحيز االجتماعي 
                مرغوب فيه من خالل وجود أموال حقيقية على المحك في بيئة تجريبية.ال
 
 
التأثير االجتماعي القائم على  ،األجناساختالف  البرمجيات،قرصنة : مفاهيم البحث الرئيسية
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
1.1 Overview 
Information security's primary concern is to protect digital assets from 
unauthorized access, in other words, the software industry’s fight against software 
piracy. Software piracy has been a problematical subject for several decades (Gopal 
and Sanders, 1997; Konstantakis et al., 2010; Mishra et al., 2007). While there is some 
research striving to identify motives of why people pirate software, not all of the 
independent factors behind why individuals pirate is fully understood. However, due 
to the scope of the software piracy phenomenon (the Business Software Alliance 
reported that there is an annual revenue loss of over $63 billion in the industry), it is 
becoming vitally more important to address these uncertainties (Chan and Lai, 2011; 
Moores and Esichaikul, 2011).  
  Software piracy is traditionally viewed as an ethical issue in research (e.g.: 
Mason, 1986). Most previous studies of software piracy are surveys of the past 
behavior of users, or responses to controlled scenarios. The issue with such studies is 
susceptibility to social desirability bias, where social desirability bias is answering or 
responding to questions or items in a manner as to seem more favorable to others. It 
can either be over- or underreporting. Having such bias in responses is a major problem 
when the field of the study involves socially delicate matters such as software piracy. 
It is much better to avoid social desirability bias if possible. However, for matters 
where the topic cannot be avoided, as with software piracy, there are numerous ways 
to attempt to avoid social desirability bias to some extent. One way is to collect data 
in a way that avoids direct face-to-face questioning. Another mean of tackling this 






The study presented here has been designed with the specific objective of 
avoiding social desirability bias by having real money at stake for the subjects. The 
aim of the study at hand is to investigate subjects’ piracy behavior. Specifically, we 
are interested in how gender differences in identity-based social influence can 
manipulate subjects’ software piracy behavior. 
1.2 Background 
In most research concerning intellectual property, attention has often focused 
on property rights and what causes its abuses. As such, software piracy is also the 
abuse of intellectual property rights. Software Piracy has been identified as a serious 
problem facing the software industry (Gopal and Sanders, 1997).  
Software piracy is the illegal access, use or/and copying of software products. 
The global counterfeiting and piracy are estimated to cost the US economy around 
$200 to $250 billion a year, as reported by the US Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement Agency, in addition to the loss of 750,000 jobs (Moores and Esichaikul, 
2011). According to Gulf News, software piracy losses in the Arabian Gulf states in 
2015 is $897 million, which is around AED 3.29 billion (Gulf News, 2016). 
Establishing an understanding of the issues that foster software piracy is necessary, 
because there is not only a yearly revenue loss of over $63 billion worldwide but also 
$208 million in the UAE alone. It is calculated that 84% of the UAE population pirate 
software. As such, it is important to understand why individuals participate in software 
piracy, and how they can potentially be deterred. One variable that is understudied in 
the software piracy area and can potentially address both of these issues is the variable 
of social influence. Therefore, the main focus of the experiment will be on the variable 






Social influence is accountable for a lot of human behavior. Social influence 
can be of different types, but the most important to software piracy study, are 
compliance and identification. In compliance, an individual diverges their behavior 
due to the social approval of another individual or a group of individuals (Kelman, 
1958). Compliance-based social influence, also known as social norms, is an eventual 
rather than immediate form of social influence. On the other hand, in identification-
based social influence, an individual performs in a certain way since they want to keep 
or establish a relationship with another individual or a group of individuals (Kelman, 
1958). Most research done on software piracy which emphasizes social influence 
focuses on social norms rather than identification-based social influence. Up until now, 
identification-based social influence is relatively unstudied in the field of software 
piracy. The experimental investigation herein is directed to investigate this type of 
social influence. Further, the research aims to investigate if any gender differences 
exist in identity-based social influence within the field of software piracy. According 
to Raven (1965), males commonly have less difficulty exerting influence than females 
do, as men convey support and authority. Such conclusions indicate that gender 
differences in identity-based social influence could exist, and therefore should also be 
studied in a software piracy context. It is also important to note that past research on 
software piracy generally uses either survey-based questionnaires of past piracy 
behavior or hypothetical scenarios for participants to imagine themselves in when 
answering questions regarding the storyline. These both can lead to misreporting or 
having bias in the research, as subjects are being asked ethically sensitive questions, 
or even questions regarding illegal behavior. This issue is known as social desirability 
bias, and for some reason, it has only received sparse attention from software piracy 






that is the inclination of survey respondents to answer questions in a manner that will 
be observed favorably by others. It can either be over-reporting good behaviors, or 
under-reporting bad behaviors. As much of the earlier research done on software 
piracy depended on such self-reporting data, they were most likely subject to this social 
desirability bias, which raises issues regarding the validity of their findings.  
In this study, social desirability bias was avoided by using real money in a real 
experimental situation where subjects must make a choice, whether to pirate or 
purchase a piece of software from a website. During the course of the experiment, 
anonymous subjects acted sincerely as they have actual money at stake rather than just 
ticking yes or no on a survey.  
1.3 Research Questions 
As previously mentioned, there are some concerns that have not received 
sufficient attention from researchers in the software piracy arena, despite the notable 
importance of striving to classify the motives of why individuals pirate software. In 
this research, we investigated software piracy behavior in relation to identity-based 
social influence, and the role of gender power differences in identity-based social 
influence. As such, the research question for this study is:  
Q: To what extent do gender differences in identity-based social influence exist? In 
other words, do males or females exert more social influence?  
1.4 Overview of Research Methodology 
Most of the published studies in software piracy are inclined to social 
desirability bias since they rely on surveys and responses to paper-based scenarios. 






environment to avoid social desirability bias. In the experiment, subjects were 
recruited from Information Technology college and the Business college in UAE 
University. The students were recruited from both junior and senior level courses, and 
their participation was completely voluntary and anonymous. They were told that they 
are required to purchase a computer program for a class they are registered in. Each 
subject was given AED 100 to purchase this software, in the form of a Visa pre-paid 
debit card that can be used physically and online (real money). They were told that the 
money is to pay for the cost of the software which is around AED 25. The subjects can 
then keep any money left in their cards at the end of the study as payment for their 
participation in the study. Students were required to anonymously log in to a website 
where they can purchase the required software. As they reach the main web page, an 
advertisement for the same software appeared with a link to download the software for 
free (an illegal download).  
The study had three treatment cells: Control (the experiment proceeded without 
any interruption), Unethical Social Influence (a confederate actor attempts to draw 
subjects to the illegal download by reciting specifically written lines), and Ethical 
Social Influence (the confederate actor attempts to draw subjects towards the legal 
download by reciting specifically written lines). There were at least 30 students in 
each. These three treatments were repeated twice, once with a male confederate actor, 
and another time with a female confederate actor. Through this, it will be possible to 
see the effect of gender in each treatment.  
The remainder of the thesis will be formatted as follows. Next, literature on the 
topic of software piracy and social desirability bias in software piracy will be 






theoretical underpinnings. After, the research methodology along with the statistical 
analyses will be detailed. Lastly, the results will be discussed and some insights into 






Chapter 2: Literature Review  
    To evaluate the research on software piracy, major scholarly databases were 
searched (e.g: EBSCO, ProQuest, Google Scholar).  
In the late twentieth century, The World Wide Web became the primary source 
of media goods acquisition and sharing (Bender and Wang, 2009). However, as with 
every new technology, comes new challenges. For digital media goods, one of the 
problems that arose was piracy. Although analog piracy was present before the 
evolution of digital media files, it was present only in extremely isolated cases, further, 
it was costly and time-consuming for end users (Bender and Wang, 2009; Keintz, 
2005). Initially, piracy was executed on a commercial scale for profit (Bender and 
Wang, 2009). However, digital media piracy is now centered around end-user piracy, 
where consumers can obtain goods without a physical transaction.  
  The study at hand focuses exclusively on software piracy. The motivation for 
this is that software, as opposed to other forms of digital media, is fundamentally 
different for several reasons. Although both have high production costs yet low 
reproduction costs, music and video are ‘experience’ goods and viewed in an entirely 
different light by consumers. They are purchased for entertainment purposes 
exclusively (Bhattacharjee et al., 2006).  
2.1 Software Piracy 
For many decades, software piracy has been an obstacle in the industry, where 
it is the illegal use/copying of software goods that are protected by legal intellectual 
property rights (Gopal and Sanders, 1997; Konstantakis et al., 2010; Mishra et al., 






decades, from an expected AED 3.6 billion annually in the 1980’s to over AED 231 
billion annually in 2011 (Business Software Alliance, 2012; Chan and Lai, 2011; 
Moores and Esichaikul, 2011). An estimation of the average worldwide piracy rate is 
42% (Business Software Alliance, 2012). With such facts showing that software piracy 
is current and still dangerous to the industry, an understanding of the antecedents 
related to software piracy remains of relevance.  
As software piracy is the objective of this research, it is vital to understand 
software piracy types and to distinguish the type of software piracy studied in this 
thesis. Software piracy has been classified into two separate categories in prior 
research.  
The two types of software piracy:  
a. Commercial Pirating: cases in which software is being pirated to be sold for 
profit.  
b. Personal Use Software Piracy: individuals who make illegitimate copies of 
others’ software or media goods for personal use. 
In past research, the definition of the term software piracy changes, as can be 
seen in Table 1, extracted from Gergely (2015), which lists the past research 
definitions of software piracy. Nevertheless, in this thesis software piracy is defined 
as the unauthorized copying of software goods preserved by intellectual property rights 







Table 1: Definitions of Software Piracy 
 Definition  Source  
1  Illegal copying/downloading of copyrighted 
software and media files.  
Al-Rafee and Cronan (2006) 
Cronan and Al-Rafee (2008)  
2  Unauthorized use, duplication, distribution, or 
sale of commercially available software.  
Aleassa et al. (2010)  
3  Unauthorized copying of computer software 
which constitutes copyright infringement for 
either commercial or personal use.  
Asongu (2012) 
4  Illegal copying of computer software.  Bhal and Leekha (2007) 
Christensen and Eining (1991) 
Higgins et al. (2006) 
5  Production of unauthorized copies of software 
by individuals or businesses for resale or for 
use in the workplace, at school, or at home.  
Chan and Lai (2011) 
6  Unauthorized duplication of computer 
software.  
Depret and Fiske (1993)  
7  Copying computer programs.  Forester (1990)  
8  The practice of unauthorized copying of a 
computer program.  
Gino et al. (2009)  
9  Unauthorized reproduction.  Gopal and Sanders (2000)  
10  Unauthorized copying, distributing, or 
downloading of copyrighted material.  
Higgins et al. (2006) 
Fang and Lee (2016) 
11 Unlicensed software. Martinez-Sanchez and Romeu 
(2018) 
12 Unauthorized distribution and duplications of 
intellectual properties. 
Chang et al. (2017) 
 
As with the two types of software piracy, past research identifies four overarching 
schools of thought in software piracy (Gergely and Rao, 2013):  
a. Behavioral (ethical) 
b. Protection 
c. Economics 






The behavioral school consists of studies that investigate individual 
characteristics and external factors that affect piracy behavior. Individual 
characteristics entail variables such as age and gender, while external factors include 
the likes of software cost, software affordability and ethical judgment (e.g.: social 
norms). The protection school discusses studies that describe methods to control and 
decrease piracy. While the economics school fosters a rational method, which balances 
the losses attributed to piracy by the software publishers against the benefits concluded 
from the network externalities associated with piracy. Lastly, the global aspect 
measures the impacts of cross-national differences in piracy behavior.  
The main concentration of this study is within the behavioral school. The heart 
of the research in the behavioral school is to study external factors that influence 
software piracy. In the behavioral school, the factors studied can be divided into four 
subgroups: demographics, cost, ethical beliefs, and deterrence (Gergely and Rao, 
2013). The main concern of this thesis is within ethical beliefs. Table 2 (extracted from 
Gergely, 2015) lists the key findings from behavioral school in the ethics category.   







Table 2: Key Findings from Behavioral School in Ethcis and Demographic 
Sub- 
Category  
Findings  Source  
Ethics  Ethical judgment influences 
piracy behavior.  
Moores and Esichaikul (2011) 
Ethics  Ethical variables have no 
effect on an individual’s 
likeliness to pirate software.  
Pearson et al. (1997)  
Ethics  Social norms are correlated 
to the level of software 
piracy.  
Aleassa et al. (2010) 
Kartas and Goode (2010) 
Nill et al. (2010)  
Seale et al. (1998) 
Tang and Farn (2005)  
Ethics  Social norms are not 
correlated to the level of 
software piracy.  
Chang et al. (2017) 
Cronan and Al-Rafee (2008)  
Kartas and Goode (2010) 
Liao et al. (2010) 
Phau and Ng (2009) 
Ethics  Informational influence 
found not to be a 
determinant of software 
piracy behavior.  
Tang and Farn (2005)  
Demographic  Younger individuals pirate 
more.  
Gopal and Sanders (1997) 
Mishra et al. (2007) 
Moores and Esichaikul (2011) 
Solomon and O’Brien (1990)  
  
Demographic Males pirate more than 
females. 
Fang and Lee (2016) 
Ferraresso (2016) 
Higgins (2006) 
Hinduja (2003)  
 





One thing that is noticed here is the lack of study in the area of social influence. 
While social norms have been studied extensively, its counterpart of social influence 
is left entirely unstudied. As such, social influence’s effects on software piracy 






2.2 Social Desirability Bias   
As software piracy is being viewed from an ethical perspective in this study, 
and as studies of an ethical nature are often subject to biases, it is important to discuss 
the aspect of social desirability bias in software piracy research. Social desirability bias 
is when someone answers a survey untruthfully to be accepted by other members of 
the society, in other words, it is either the under- or over-reporting of behaviors by a 
respondent to earn the approval of others (Arnold and Feldman, 1981).   
The likelihood of social desirability bias in software piracy investigation has 
been recognized by several researchers (e.g.: Christensen and Eining, 1991). Table 3 








Table 3: Social Desirability Bias in Software Piracy Literature 
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O’Brien  
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Gopal &  
Sanders  
(1997)  
123  Quantitative:  
Survey  
Questionnaire  
Anonymous       
Seale et al. 
(1998)  
523  Quantitative:  
Survey  
Questionnaire  
Anonymous      44% 
Thong & 
Yap (1998)  
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Peace et al. 
(2003)  













462  Quantitative:  
Survey  
Questionnaire  
      76% 
Cronan et al. 
(2006)  
519  Quantitative:  
Survey  
Questionnaire  




243  Quantitative:  
Survey  
Questionnaire  
Anonymous      93% 
Warner 
(2008)  









results to direct 
response 
sample  
  54% 
Mishra et al. 
(2007)  
162  Quantitative:  
Survey  
Questionnaire  
      23% 
Siponen &  
Vartiainen  
(2007)  
249  Quantitative:  
Survey  
Questionnaire  








Table 3: Social Desirability Bias in Software Piracy Literature (Continued) 
















103  Quantitative:  
Survey  
Questionnaire  
      35% 
Konstantakis 
et al. (2010)  





Voluntary      100% 
Chan & Lai 
(2011)  
266  Quantitative:  
Survey  
Questionnaire  
Anonymous  Marlowe- 








lower than the 
mid-scale value, 
thus eliminating 
any serious threat  
 
 
Only a few tries have been made to implement formal techniques to subdue or 
detect, and correct bias, as can be seen in the table above. In 30 studies regarding 
behavioral studies that contained empirical data on software piracy behavior (and 
could be prone to social desirability bias), 11 did not even make a (or made an indirect) 
reference to issues related to social desirability bias (Gergely and Rao, 2014). The 
remaining 19 studies were investigated further to identify possible evidence of the 
presence or absence of response bias. The review of the studies implies that most 
researchers, deliberately, or unconsciously, guided the studies to reduce bias. In most 
cases, the responses were written anonymously which assured confidentiality where 
confidentiality of responses is known to reduce bias. However, while there is no 
conclusive evidence that the bias exists, research has been conducted that suggests that 
it does (Gergely, 2015; Gergely and Rao, 2014). As such, one of the goals herein was 
to conduct our study with a full understanding of social desirability bias and make 






Chapter 3: Theory and Hypotheses  
The main objective of this thesis is to investigate the influence of gender 
differences in identity-based social influence on software piracy behavior. The 
experimental study covered three treatments groups (Control, Unethical Social 
Influence, Ethical Social Influence). The experiment was repeated with two actors, 
once a male and one female, to determine any gender differences in identity-based 
social influence. The Table 4 below lists the treatments that was done for this thesis 
along with the corresponding gender of the actor. 
Table 4: The Three Treatment Groups 
 Treatment groups  
Control Treatment  Unethical Social Influence 
Treatment  
Ethical Social Influence 
Treatment  
 Both actors in the 




Male actor  Female 
actor  
Male actor  Female 
actor  
  
In control Treatment, no influence was exerted onto the subjects. In the 
Unethical Social Influence Treatment, a negative social influence was exerted, and 
lastly in the Ethical Social Influence Treatment, positive social influence was exerted 
by the actors.  
3.1 Social Influence  
Human behavior can be stirred by social influence, causing a change in an 
individuals’ views and choices. (e.g.: Bandura, 1965; Hicks, 1968; Gergely 2015). For 






in the most productive way. However, this decision-making process can be augmented 
depending on three types of social influence:  
a. Conformity-Based Social Influence 
b. Compliance-Based Social Influence 
c. Identification-Based Social Influence 
The compliance-based social influence is the extent to which a person 
identifies with the others in their more-immediate surroundings (Gino et al., 2009). 
Conformity-based social influence can be explained by defining social norms. Norms 
are definite customs and practices shared by a group of individuals, it can be a behavior 
or anything that guide their interactions with others. While conformity is the action of 
harmonizing opinions, attitudes, beliefs, and performances to group norms. Of most 
importance to this study is identification-based social influence, which can hugely 
affect the behavior of individuals (Wenzel, 2004). For example, when an outsider or a 
stranger to a certain group behave in unethical behavior, members of the group tend to 
distance themselves, while when a member of the same group engages in the same 
unethical behavior, the behavior is more accepted (Gino et al., 2009). While there is 
significant evidence on the impact of identification-based social influence on ethical 
decision making in the field of psychology and ethics (e.g.: Gino et al., 2009; Wenzel, 
2004), the topic remains unstudied in the area of software piracy.  
Based on this, it is hypothesized that:  
H1: The proportion of individuals engaging in software piracy in the Unethical 






engaging in software piracy in the Control Condition for both male and female 
actors.  
H2: The proportion of individuals engaging in software piracy in the Ethical 
Social Influence Condition will be lower than the proportion of individuals 
engaging in software piracy in the Control Condition for both male and female 
actors.  
3.1.1 Gender and Social Influence  
Another area in software piracy that remains unstudied is the effect of gender 
difference within identity based social influence. Earlier research has shown that a 
gender gap in software piracy exists (Higgins, 2006; Hinduja, 2003). As to this day, 
researchers have proved that females are less prone to pirate software from the web 
than males (Fang and Lee, 2016; Ferraresso, 2016). This can be explained by looking 
through how males are raised more differently than females. For example; parents are 
expected to apply the parental management tasks differently for females and males, as 
predicted by Gottfredson and Hirschi's theory. Parents are more prone to monitor their 
female child's action because of fear for their children's future. Which leads to 
providing more behavioral information to a female child than for a male child. 
Therefore, it is rational that females have different levels of self-control than males. 
However, this does not explain if there is a difference in terms of behavior based on 
the gender of the individual exerting social influence.  
Gender differences in social influence can be explained by the study of power 
of Raven (1965). The authors found utilizing experiments in social psychology that 






a. Coercive Power: Uses a social, physical or emotional threat to earn 
agreement from others while the target is unaware.  
b. Reward Power: Based on the right to grant or reject physical, cultural, 
sentimental, or religious rewards to someone for doing what is required 
of them.  
c. Legitimate Power: Arises from a chosen or elected state of authority.  
d. Referent Power: Based on the association's individuals make and the 
crowds and associations they relate to.  
e. Expert Power: Based on what a person knows, practice, and distinctive 
skills or expertise.  
f. Informational Power: The capacity of an agent of authority to be able to 
change matters and influence through the use of the resource of 
information  
 Males generally possessed greater levels of expert and legitimate power than 
females, while females hold higher levels of referent power than males do. Usually, 
males have less difficulty exerting influence than females do, as men tend to convey 
support and authority. Such conclusions indicate that gender differences in influence 
do exist due to these inequalities in power.  
Despite the research on gender differences in social influence not being 
extremely popular, it does show that males and females are different in their capacity 
to influence others due to the difference in gender power. Several researchers have 
published results concluding that males have higher access to social power than 
females (e.g., Carli and Eagly, 2001; Depret & Fiske, 1993; Johnson, 1976; Kanter, 






males’ verbal contributions in a social setting, as opposed to females’, and eventually 
individuals will submit more often to the views of a male than those of a female 
(Berger et al, 1980).  
As such, it is hypothesized that:  
H3: The proportion of individuals engaging in software piracy under the male 
confederate actor’s influence will be higher than the proportion of individuals 
engaging in software piracy under the female confederate actor’s influence for 
the Unethical Social Influence Condition.  
H4: The proportion of individuals engaging in software piracy under the 
female confederate actor’s influence will be higher than the proportion of 
individuals engaging in software piracy under the male confederate actor’s 
influence for The Ethical Social Influence Condition.  
3.1.2 Social Desirability Bias  
Social desirability bias can be dangerous and drive to critical validity obstacles 
in both survey and experimental data (Nederhof, 1985). A self-administered survey is 
the commonly used method of data acquisition in software piracy research, social 
desirability bias can most likely affect previously published research findings. As the 
experiment in this thesis will have no questionnaires asking subjects about past or 
hypothetical behavior in order to gather data, theoretically there should be no social 
desirability bias. Further, by having subjects make a real decision, with real money, 
the behaviors measured should be also unbiased. This can be measured using 







To this end, it is hypothesized that:  
H5: The social desirability scores of individuals who pirate will not be different 






Chapter 4: Research Methodology 
In the current section, the experimental design of the study is explained. The 
study was conducted to investigate the research questions of interest. The aim of the 
study is to explore the impact of gender differences in identity-based social influence 
on subjects' software piracy behavior. This section includes information on the 
subjects, an overview of the sessions, the website, the tasks of each actor, the treatment 
groups, the experimental procedure, and the assignment to be completed by subjects.  
4.1 Recruitment of Subjects  
University students are a leading demographic that involved in software piracy 
for non-commercial reasons (Christensen and Eining, 1991; Ramakrishna et al., 2001; 
Solomon and O’Brien, 1990; Gergely, 2015). Therefore, about 201 students were 
recruited to volunteer in the study. The student's participation in the study was 
completely voluntary, and they were guaranteed of the anonymity of their behaviors 
and responses. The subjects were also randomly assigned to the treatment groups.  
Subject participation in the study were requested in a classroom. Subjects were 
summoned to register for a study of the factors that influence the software acquisition 
practices of students. Potential subjects were informed that their participation is 
voluntary. Non-participation would have no effect on their grade in the course that 
they are recruited from. They were told that the study would take approximately one 
hour. Volunteers who signed up for the experiment received 100 AED in consideration 
for their time but would be required to acquire a software program during the study, 
which may cost some money. Subjects were invited to sign up for an experimental 
session at a time convenient to their schedule. The prospective participants provided 






The experiment was held approximately one week after the recruitment session. The 
experiment was held in a computer laboratory, which can be viewed in the picture 
below (Figure 1). 
 
Figure 1: The Computer Laboratory 
4.2 Incentive  
At the time of recruitment, the subjects were promised a certificate of 
participation, as well as 100 AED for participation in the study, minus the cost of 
acquiring software during the session. During the recruitment, subjects were told that 
the software cost would be about 25 AED.  
 In terms of administering incentive payments to the subjects, at the start of the 
experimental session each subject was given a 100 AED gift card (Figure 2). The 
preloaded visa gift card needed to be used as the mode of compensation for the subjects 
for two reasons. First, it is necessary to have a bank or credit card to complete an online 
download transaction. It is possible that not all subjects have one, or if they do, they 
may not be willing to utilize it in the study. Second, it is visibly impossible to see the 
balance on the gift card. Therefore, those subjects who are inclined to pirate will be 
able to do so without any concern that their actions could be detected by the research 






any commercial establishment for purchases of any kind, or for online transactions. 
The subjects were told that any money that will be left on the gift card after acquiring 
the software will be theirs to keep. 
 
Figure 2: The Gift Card 
4.3 Confidentiality  
The following steps are taken to ensure the anonymity of responses:  
a. The subject ID will correspond to the last four digits of the gift card number.  
o The gift cards are picked at random by the subjects.  
o There is no record matching the name of the subject to the ID.  
b. Subjects pick their seat location randomly.  
4.4 Language of the Study 
The experiment was carried at the UAE University, where most students speak 
both Arabic and English. However, the majority of students’ mother tongue is Arabic, 






While recruiting subjects, it was made clear that the language of the study 
would be Arabic, and students were asked to join only if they spoke and were able to 
read Arabic. The Arabic version of the website and the questionnaire can be found in 
Appendix A. 
However, due to this thesis being in English, all questionnaires, websites, and 
dialogues have been translated to English for the ease of the reader. 
4.5 Variables of Interest  
The variables that will be measured are as follows: 
4.5.1 Dependent Variable  
The dependent variable is a binary response that measures the respondents’ 
software acquisition choice. It's either purchased from the legal site or pirated from the 
illegal site. The students final download decision will be recorded in the database as 
either ‘Pay’ or ‘No Pay’, utilizing the last four digits of each subject’s gift card (which 
will be used to login to the website and will also be written at the top of each 
questionnaire which will be provided to the students at the sections).  
4.5.2 Independent Variables  
The independent variables will be manipulated across the three treatment groups:  
a. Social Influence Conditions (None, Unethical Influence, Ethical Influence).  







4.5.3 Correlates  
Several correlates will also be measured:  
a. Demographic variables  
b. Age  
c. Gender 
d. Ethnicity 
e. Status in College (Freshman, Sophomore, etc.) 
f. Major 
Social Desirability Bias Scale:  
o 40 items from the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (all items from 
Paulhus’s BIDR scale), 7-point scale.  
 Data was gathered from two locations. The website that was linked to a 
database. Two of the students’ actions was registered by the program and saved to the 
database.  
a. The students’ download decision will be recorded as ‘Pay’ or ‘No Pay’.  
b. Every page visited, along with the order of the pages visited and duration of 
time spent on each page was noted.  






4.6 Treatments  
At the start of each session, subjects access a website to acquire the required 
software. In addition to information from the legitimate website, they see a large 
advertisement from another website, evidently a pirate site, which offered the same 
software for free. Almost immediately after the commencement of the study, a 
confederate actor makes the statement that he or she has been told to make for that 
treatment. This statement was the treatment manipulation for that specific treatment 
condition. Following this ‘disruption’, the subjects then proceed to acquire the 
software from a source of their choice: purchase from the legal site or get it for free 
from the pirate site. Data is gathered to subsequently determine if the subject purchased 
or pirated the software. Following the acquisition, the subjects complete a 
questionnaire presented to them.  
There are three treatment groups, each repeated twice, once with a male 
confederate actor, and once with a female actor. The three differing treatment 
conditions are outlined below.   
 Treatment 1:  
The first treatment condition is the control condition. In the first treatment 
condition, there is no manipulation; the confederate actor (in one case a male, in the 
other case a female) is present, but did not say anything. The dialogue (or lack of) can 
be seen below. 
o Confederate: (makes no statement) 






The subjects follow the instructions and complete the task. The subjects had a 
choice to acquire the software from a legal site for 25 AED or from a pirate site for no 
charge. Since the confederate actor did not try to influence the subjects, there is no 
social influence. 
 In this treatment, there is no social influence, since the confederate said nothing.  
Treatment 2:  
In the second treatment condition, the unethical social influence condition, the 
unethical social influence of the confederate is addressed by the following 
intervention:  
Confederate: “Hey, did you all see this link to the site where you can pirate the software 
for free? If we click it, we can keep all of our 100-dirham gift cards!”  
Research Assistant: “Please do not disturb the others. You should complete the task in 
silence.”  
Confederate: “I am going to get it from that site for free!”  
Research Assistant: “Please do not disturb the others.”  
The subjects follow the instructions and complete the task. The subjects had a 
choice to acquire the software from a legal site for 25 AED or from a pirate site for no 
charge. As the confederate actors try to influence the subjects by claiming they will 
acquire the software from the pirate site, there is a negative social influence. The 
confederate actor loudly states that he/she intends to acquire software from the pirate 







Treatment 3:  
In the third treatment condition, the Ethical Social Influence Condition, the 
ethical social influence of the confederate is addressed by the following intervention:  
Confederate: “Hey, did you all see this link to the site where you can pirate the software 
for free? If we click it, we can keep all of our 100-dirham gift cards!”  
Research Assistant: “Please do not disturb the others. You should complete the task in 
silence.”  
Confederate: “No, that would be wrong. I will not get it 
from there!” Research Assistant: “Please do not disturb the 
others.”  
The subjects follow the instructions and complete the task. The subjects would 
have a choice to acquire the software from a legal site for 25 AED or from a pirate site 
for no charge. As the confederate actors try to influence the subjects by claiming they 
will not acquire the software from the pirate site (as that would be unethical), there is 
a positive social influence. The confederate actor loudly states that he/she does not 
intend to acquire software from the pirate site, so the ethical social influence is high.  
4.7 Analysis  
As no predictions are being made, and only the strength of the relation between 
two variables is being assessed, seven independent chi-squared tests with phi 
correlations will be used to test the planned comparisons for the following differences 
(Warner, 2008):  
 Between piracy behavior of individuals in the Control Condition (Control 






condition (Unethical Social Influence Condition group) for subjects under the 
male confederate actors’ influence.  
 Between piracy behavior of individuals in the Control Condition (Control 
group) and piracy behavior of individuals in the positive social influence 
conditions (Unethical Social Influence Condition group) for subjects under 
the male confederate actors’ influence.  
 Between piracy behavior of individuals in the Control Condition (Control 
group) and piracy behavior of individuals in the negative social influence 
condition (Unethical Social Influence Condition group) for subjects under the 
female confederate actors’ influence.  
 Between piracy behavior of individuals in the Control Condition (Control 
group) and piracy behavior of individuals in the positive social influence 
conditions (Unethical Social Influence Condition group) for subjects under 
the female confederate actors’ influence.  
 Between piracy behavior of individuals in the male actor’s negative social 
influence condition (Unethical Social Influence Condition group - Male 
actor) and piracy behavior of individuals in female actor’s negative social 
influence condition (Unethical Social Influence Condition group - Female 
actor).  
 Between piracy behavior of individuals in the male actor’s positive social 
influence condition (Ethical Social Influence Condition group - Male actor) 
and piracy behavior of individuals in female actor’s positive social influence 






 Between social desirability scores of individuals that pirated (Dependent 
Variable = No Pay) and the social desirability scores of the individuals who 
purchased (Dependent Variable = Pay) the software. 
The variable coding can be seen in Table 5.  











H1: The proportion of individuals 
engaging in software piracy in the 
Unethical Social Influence Condition 
will be higher than the proportion of 
individuals engaging in software 
piracy in the Control Condition for 
both male and female actors.  
Piracy decision  
(i.e.: Pay, or 
Pirate) is a binary 
categorical 
variable coded as 
0 (Pirate) or 1 
(Pay).  
Social Influence is a 
categorical variable, 
coded as -1 (No 
Social Influence), or 




H2: The proportion of individuals 
engaging in software piracy in the 
Ethical Social Influence Condition 
will be lower than the proportion of 
individuals engaging in software 
piracy in the Control Condition for 
both male and female actors.  
Piracy decision  
(i.e.: Pay, or 
Pirate) is a binary 
categorical 
variable coded as 
0 (Pirate) or 1 
(Pay).  
Social Influence is a 
categorical variable, 
coded as -1 (No 
Social Influence), or 
1 (Ethical Social 
Influence).  
Gender  




H3: The proportion of individuals 
engaging in software piracy under the 
male confederate actor’s influence 
will be higher than the proportion of 
individuals engaging in software 
piracy under the female confederate 
actor’s influence for the Unethical 
Social Influence Condition.  
Piracy decision  
(i.e.: Pay, or 
Pirate) is a binary 
categorical 
variable coded as 
0 (Pirate) or 1 
(Pay).  
Gender of 
confederate actor is a 
categorical variable, 
coded as 0 (Male), or 
1 (Female).  
Gender  
Difference in  
Ethical Social  
Influence  
H4: The proportion of individuals 
engaging in software piracy under the 
female confederate actor’s influence 
will be higher than the proportion of 
individuals engaging in software 
piracy under the male confederate 
actor’s influence for the Ethical 
Social Influence Condition.  
Piracy decision  
(i.e.: Pay, or 
Pirate) is a binary 
categorical 
variable coded as 
0 (Pirate) or 1 
(Pay).  
Gender of 
confederate actor is a 
categorical variable, 
coded as 0 (Male), or 
1 (Female).  
All  H5: The social desirability scores of 
individuals who pirate will not be 
different than the social desirability 
scores of individuals who do not 
pirate.  
Piracy decision  
(i.e.: Pay, or 
Pirate) is a binary 
categorical 
variable coded as 




Score) is a 
continuous variable, 
coded from 0 (No 








The chi-squared test examined whether the group means are different, while 
the phi correlation measured how the two variables are related. These analyses can be 
utilized when both the dependent and independent variables are dichotomous. For 
these hypotheses, the dependent variable is whether the subject pirates the software or 
not [1 (not pirate), or 0 (pirate)]. As the only difference between the two comparison 
treatment groups is the level of variable of study (e.g.: unethical social influence vs. 
no social influence), any statistically significant differences can be attributed to that 
variable. Using the phi coefficient, strength of the association and a corresponding 
effect size can be calculated as well.  
 In order for a chi-squared test with a phi correlation to be conducted, all of the 
requirements for a chi-squared test need to be met [i.e.: ordinal or nominal quantitative 
data, one or more categories, independent observations, adequate sample size (at least 
10), simple random sample, data in frequency form, all observations used]. In addition, 
two further assumptions must be met for the phi correlations. First, the marginal 
distributions need to be examined, to see whether the sample sizes in each row and 
column are sufficiently large (e.g.: in each treatment group). These sample sizes should 
be about 20 - 30 per group. Second, for the dichotomous outcome variables, a 
contingency table needs to be created in order to ensure that no cell should have a 
frequency of less than 5 (i.e.: the proportion of belonging to any one group cannot be 
less than 5%). For small group sizes, or expected frequencies less than 5 in a group, 
the Fisher exact test should be used as opposed to chi-squared.  
4.8 The Websites  
A website has been created for the purpose of the study, as previously 






software. It is important to note however, that the experimental website is not linked 
to any real banking systems, so the value of the gift card remains unchanged. The 
subject is not aware of this. Hence, from the subject’s perspective, they are engaging 
in a legitimate transaction.  
The pages of the website:  
Page 1:  
The first page the subjects see was the log in page (Figure 3), where they used 
the last four digits of the Visa gift cards to enter the system. This ensures the anonymity 
of the subjects, as they are not using any university login credentials. 
  
Figure 3: The Login Page 
Page 2:  
The next page simulated that of a legitimate software product description page 
(Figure 4) and contained an advertisement of the same software for free (the piracy 
option / illegal download page). Subjects may purchase the software legally by 
clicking the ‘Buy Now’ button. Alternately, the subject may click on the ‘Free 







Figure 4: The Legitimate Website Page with a Pirate Adverstisement next to it 
If subjects click the ‘Buy Now’ button, they were transferred to a payment 
screen (Figure 5). It included the means for the subject to enter the customary gift card 
information, such as the gift card number, the card verification value (CVV), 
expiration date, and so on. A ‘download’ button is provided. When the subject clicked 
on the download button, the system verified card details of the gift card first. The 
programming was done for the website of this study made sure that the card number 
corresponds to one that is part of the set that is being used in the experiment. It also 
checked to see if the card number is being used a second time. If the gift card number 
is not on the list for the study, or if it has been used before, an error message was 
displayed. If there was no error, the download process would begin. The web page 
recorded the last four digits of the gift card number in a database to indicate that the 
subject made a legitimate purchase. It should be noted that the advertisement for the 






his/her mind and choose to get the software from the illegal (pirate) site. After the 
subjects have made their choice, they are redirected to a subsequent page with specific 
download instructions (Figure 5). Upon completion of the download, the website 
displayed a ‘thank you’ message.  
 
Figure 5: The Payment Page 
Page 3:  
If the subject clicked on the advertisement, they were transferred to the illegal 
pirate website (Figure 6). This site displayed a mission statement explaining how it is 
the goal of the website organizers is to make the unauthorized software easily available 
to the public free-of-charge to all users. Below this mission statement, there was a 
download link for subjects to click on to acquire the software. No link is provided back 
to the legal site because it is not customary for legal sites to advertise their software 
on pirate sites. However, the subjects were able to use the back-buttons of the browser 
to return to the legal website if they wish. Upon completion of the download, the 







Figure 6: The Illegal Description Page  
Page 4:  
The last page consisted of a ‘thank you’ message and download link. Whether 
they log out from the pirate page or the legal page, each login page had a similar ‘thank 








Figure 7: The Thank You Page after purchase 
4.9 Databases  
The website pages were linked to a database. The database contained a list of 
all the gift card numbers being used in the study. If the subject logs into the program, 
they must enter the last four digits of their gift card number. This number will be 
checked against the information in the database. If the entered number did not match 
or had already been used, an error message appeared.  
Two of the subjects’ actions was recorded by the program and saved to the database.  
a. The subjects’ download decision recorded as ‘Pay’ or ‘No Pay’.  
b. Every page the subject visits, along with the order of the pages visited and 






Chapter 5: Statistical Analysis and Results 
This experiment examined gender differences in identity based social influence 
on software piracy behavior. It covered three treatment groups (Control, Unethical 
Social Influence, Ethical Social Influence). Unethical Social Influence and Ethical 
Social Influence were repeated with two different actors, a male and a female. Each 
treatment was ran in three different sessions to assure the success of each session. As 
such, if any issues arose, only around 10 gift cards would go to waste, and only around 
10 new subjects would be needed (as opposed to 30, if all subjects were in one group). 
Further, it is far easier to control an experimental session with only 10 subjects, as 
opposed to one with 30. 
In this section, the results of the experiment are reported. 
5.1 Data Cleansing 
As data was recorded and obtained from the experimental setup, some data 
were either not recorded or recorded incorrectly. The procedure of correcting or 
removing inaccurate data is called data cleansing, and here is how this problem was 
solved in the experiment at hand: 
Missing Data in the Questionnaire:   
During the experiment, subjects were handed a questionnaire to fill in, after 
they finished the experiment. For some subjects, some questions in the questionnaire 
were not answered. In such cases, the average response of the same item from the same 







No Matching ID's: 
If the questionnaire did not have the corresponding 4-digit number on it, 
matching it to the log in number on the website, the data were dropped. 
Several Attempts of Downloading by Subjects: 
During the experiment, the subjects were able to use the back button on the 
keyboard to go back and change their decision multiple times. In such cases, the first 
decision made by the subject was recorded. 
Sabotaged Sessions: 
If in any treatment session, the treatment had any sort of ‘damage’ (e.g.: a 
subject spoke, or an actor failed to deliver their lines correctly), the data from that 
session was dropped, and the session was re-run. 
5.2 Variable Definitions and Measures 
The dependent and independent variables are discussed in this section: 
5.2.1 Dependent Variable 
Piracy Decision - in the experiment, the software monitors subjects' actions and 
records it in a database. Subjects can make two decisions, pirate the software from the 
illegal site (no pay), or purchase software from the legal site (pay). The piracy decision 
is coded as 0 [No Pay (i.e.: Pirate)] or 1 [Pay (i.e.: Not pirate)]. 
5.2.2 Independent Variable 
Social Influence - is the state where an individual’s views or choices (in this 






statements or behaviors. This is deployed by the confederate actor in the unethical 
social influence and ethical social influence manipulations in the experiment. 
Unethical influence and ethical influence are manipulated in different treatment 
sessions. Social influence is a categorical variable, coded as 0 (No Social Influence), -
1 (Unethical Social Influence), or 1 (Ethical Social Influence). 
5.3 Descriptive Statistics 
Subjects were recruited from the UAE University. Subjects were recruited 
from different classes, targeting students of both genders from different backgrounds 
and majors. The students were told that participation in the experiment is voluntary. 
Two hundred and one subjects were recruited. It is important to note that the 
UAE University's population is mainly female, therefore, we had a difficult time 
recruiting males. Nevertheless, the all treatment groups included a subjects from both 
genders. The general characteristics of the subject sample is displayed in Tables 6 
through 10  
Table 6: Gender Characteristics of Sample 
Gender  Count  
Male  28 








Table 7: Ethnicity Characteristics of Sample  
Ethnicity  Count  
African American  0 
Caucasian  0 
Hispanic  0 
Middle Eastern  185 
Native American  0 
Oriental  4 
Pacific Islander  0 
South Asian  2 
Other  10 
 
Table 8: Age Characteristics of Sample 
Age  Count  
<18  0  
18-29  201 
30-39  0  
40-49  0 
>50  0  
 
Table 9: Student Status Characteristics of Sample 
Ethnicity  Count  
Freshman  6 
Sophomore  44  
Junior  75 
Senior  33 
Graduate  43 
 
Table 10: Student Major of sample 













5.4 Piracy Rate 
During the experiment, the decision of each subject was recorded and saved in 
a database. The piracy rate by treatment group can be seen in Table 11. The planned 
comparisons for Software Piracy Rate can be seen in Tables 11 through Table 14. 
These will be discussed in detail below. 




Influence Treatment  
Ethical Social 
Influence Treatment  








Total Subjects 43 36 43 36 43 
Pay (Not Pirate) 9 8 9 15 11 
No Pay (Pirate) 34 28 34 21 32 
% Piracy 79.06% 77.77% 79.06% 58.33% 74.41% 
 
Table 12: Planned Comparisons for Software Piracy Rate  




















































Mathematical probabilities, such as p-values, starts from 0 (significant) to 1 
(not significant), where p-value is the measure of the evidence strength against a null 






0.10, or less, are considered statistically significant (Warner, 2008). The smaller the p-
value, the greater the evidence for (or in some cases against) the null hypothesis. 
Based on piracy percentage measure, the piracy rate in the Control Treatment 
was not significantly higher than the piracy rate in Male Unethical Social Influence 
Treatment (79.06% versus 77.77%, p=0.552) as shown in Tables 11 and 12. Thus, the 
Male Unethical Social Influence Treatment null hypothesis 1 was not supported. In 
Figure 8, a bar chart comparison between Control Condition and Male Unethical 
Social Influence decisions is displayed. The piracy rate in the Control Treatment was 
equal to the piracy rate in Female Unethical Social Influence Treatment (79.06% 
versus 79.06%, p=0.604). Therefore, the Female Unethical Social Influence Treatment 
null hypothesis 1 was not supported. In Figure 9, a bar chart comparison between 
Control Condition and Male Unethical Social Influence decisions is displayed.  
The piracy rate in the Control Treatment was significantly higher than the 
piracy rate in Male Ethical Social Influence Treatment (79.06% versus 58.33% 
p=0.040). Thus, the Male Ethical Social Influence Treatment null hypothesis 2 was 
supported. The piracy rate in the Control Treatment was not significantly higher than 
the piracy rate in the Female Ethical Social Influence Treatment, albeit the 
directionality of this comparison was met (79.06% versus 74.41% p=0.400). Thus, the 
Female Ethical Social Influence Treatment hypothesis 2 was not supported. In Figures 
10 and 11, the bar charts comparison between Control Condition and Male Ethical 
Social Influence decisions and between Control Condition and Female Ethical Social 








Figure 8: A Bar Chart Comparison between Control Condition and Male Unethical 
Social Influence 
 








Figure 10: A Bar Chart Comparsion between Control Condition and Male Ethial 
Social Influence 
 







Table 13: Planned Comparisons for Male Unethical Social Influence 





















Significance  Significant (p=0.064) Not Significant (p=0.552) 
 
Upon further analysis, it can be seen that the Male Ethical Social Influence 
Condition was significantly lower in piracy rate than the Male Unethical Social 
Influence Condition. (58.33% versus 77.77%, p=0.064) as shown in Tables 11 and 13. 
This further supports that the Male Ethical Social Influence Treatment was effective.  
However, the piracy rate in the Male Unethical Social Influence Condition was 
not significantly lower than the piracy rate in the Female Unethical Social Influence, 
although the directionality of this comparison was accurately predicted. (77.77% 
versus 79.06%, p=0.552). Hence, the Female Unethical Social Influence Treatment 
was not as anticipated, and hypothesis 3 was not supported. 
Table 14: Planned Comparisons for Male Ethical Social Influence 
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Directionality  





Significance  Significant (p=0.101) 
 
Lastly, in comparing the piracy rate in the Male Ethical Social Influence 
Condition and the Female Ethical Social Influence, it can be seen that the Male Ethical 






Ethical Social Influence, as originally hypothesized in H4 (58.33% versus 74.41%, 
p=0.101) as shown in Tables 11 and 14. Hence, this hypothesis was supported. 
5.5 Social Influence Manipulation Check 
After the software acquisition, each subject answered a post-experiment 
questionnaire for the purpose of checking whether the manipulations worked as 
expected, as well as to gather background information about the subjects. The 
questionnaire can be found in Appendix A. For the aforementioned manipulation 
checks, on page 6, Items 10, 11, 12, and 13 are shown in Table 15. These were the 
manipulation checks related to the Social Influence Treatment Conditions. After 
reverse coding items 12 and 13, the answer choice “Yes” corresponded to a subject 
perceiving Unethical Social Influence (coded as ‘-1’), “No corresponded to a perceived 
Ethical Social Influence (coded as ‘1’), and “Don't Know” corresponded to no 
perceived Social Influence (coded as ‘0’). 








The average of the items was taken for all subjects to assure that the perceived 
social influence the subjects experienced met the real experimental manipulations, as 
originally planned. Table 16 shows the average social influence manipulation check 
scores of each item separately, while ‘Influence 4’ is the merging of all items, 
‘Influence 3’ is the merging of items 10,12 and 13, and ‘Influence 2’ is the merging of 
only item 12 and 13. The rationale for these combinations is explained in Table 16. 
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Item 10 0.42 -0.06 -0.19 -0.23 -0.30 











-0.19 0.07 0.12 
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The Cronbach’s Alpha test statistic was used in this study to determine which 
item should be dropped, to reach a more reliable scale for the manipulation checks. 
After testing, it was determined that Influence 2 was the most reliable scale with a 
Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.70, which is the minimum cutoff for an internally valid scale 






Appendix B). The planned comparisons for the social influence manipulation check 
scores can be seen in Table 17. 
Table 17: Planned Comparisons for Social Influence Manipulation Check Scores  























































By evaluating the comparisons, we are able to tell whether the manipulations 
in the experiments were accepted by the subjects as originally anticipated. The 
expected directionality in social influence is a measure of the average value of the 
subjects’ perceived social influence in any given treatment group [-1 = unethical 
influence; 1 = ethical influence]. As such, "InfluenceControl >InfluenceUnethical-
Male" means that there would be less unethical social influence in the Control 
Treatment versus the Male Unethical Social Influence Treatment. 
The effect of unethical influence was to be determined by the comparing 
subjects’ average manipulation check responses in the Control Condition (treatment 1, 
no social influence) to the Negative Social Influence Condition (treatment 2 and 






Influence Condition). As can be seen, the Unethical Social Influence manipulation has 
failed. Social influence in the Male Unethical Social Influence Condition was less 
unethical than the social influence in the Control Condition ( -0.13 versus -0.01 [-1 = 
unethical influence; 1 = ethical influence] with p=0.334). While the Female Unethical 
Social Influence was also less unethical than social influence in the Control 
Conduction ( -0.13 versus 0.011 [-1 = unethical influence; 1 = ethical influence] with 
p=0.600). Thus, the Unethical Social Influence Treatment did not deliver the effect it 
was intended throughout both the Male Unethical Social Influence and Female 
Unethical Social Influence Treatment groups. So, once again, a simple comparison of 
piracy rates between the Control Treatment, the Male Unethical Social Influence 
Treatment and Female Unethical Social Influence Treatment is not sufficient to test 
the effect of social influence. This will be discussed further in the next chapter. 
The effect of ethical influence was to be determined by comparing subject 
behavior in the Control Condition (treatment 1, no social influence) to the positive 
social influence condition (treatment 3 and treatment 5: Male Ethical Social Influence 
Condition and Female Ethical Social Influence Condition). As can be seen, the Ethical 
Social Influence manipulation was in the expected directionality in both cases. Social 
influence in the Male Ethical Social Influence Condition was less unethical than the 
social influence in the Control Condition ( -0.13 versus -0.06 [-1 = unethical influence; 
1 = ethical influence] with p=0.255), and the Female Ethical Social Influence was also 
less unethical than the social influence in the Control Conduction ( -0.13 versus 0.09 
[-1 = unethical influence; 1 = ethical influence] with p=0.4093). Thus, while not 
significant in both cases, the Ethical Social Influence Treatment was marginally 






Female Ethical Social Influence Treatment group. This will be further discussed in the 
next chapter.  
5.6 Social Desirability Bias 
Social Desirability Bias (SDB) is the tendency to answer a survey item in a 
favorable manner in order to seem more favorable to others. To address if the current 
experiment had any sort of SDB-related confounding issues, the questionnaire given 
to subjects after the completion of the experiment contained forty questions related to 
SDB, known as The Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR). Each 
question was answered on a scale of 1(Strongly Agree) to 7 (Strongly Disagree). If 
subjects chose ‘extreme answers’, such as 1’s or 2’s, it indicates a high probability of 
dishonesty. As such, score of 1 and 2 are converted to 1, and summed, while scores 
above 2 are converted to 0. The converted 40 BIDR item scores of each subject are 
added up, and after conversion and summation, all subjects have BIDR scores of 
between 0 (not biased) and 40 (highly biased). By using a Binary Logistic Regression 
in SPSS (more details can be found in Appendix B), it can be seen how closely 
associated the BIDR scores are to the subjects’ original piracy decision. If the two are 
significantly correlated, this implies a strong bias in the results. If the two are not 
significantly related, this implies there is no SDB present in the experimental 
responses. After running the analysis, it can be seen that the two variables (BIDR and 
Piracy Decision) are not significantly related (p=0.928), which designates that SDB is 
not factor in the investigation. To further confirm this result, another method of 
evaluation was conducted, wherein an ANOVA test for mean variance was ran to see 
if there was any significant difference in BIDR scores between individuals that had 






ANOVA (p=0.929), and we can be assured that SDB did not confound the results of 
the experimental analysis, thus supporting Hypothesis 5.  
The overall results of the analyses in relation to the hypotheses can be seen 
below in Table 18.  
Table 18: Results of the Hypotheses 
H1: The proportion of individuals engaging in software 
piracy in the Unethical Social Influence Condition will be 
higher than the proportion of individuals engaging in 
software piracy in the Control Condition for both male and 




H2: The proportion of individuals engaging in software piracy 
in the Ethical Social Influence Condition will be lower than 
the proportion of individuals engaging in software piracy in 
the Control Condition for both male and female actors.  
Partially 
supported 
H3: The proportion of individuals engaging in software piracy 
under the male confederate actor’s influence will be higher 
than the proportion of individuals engaging in software piracy 
under the female confederate actor’s influence for the 
Unethical Social Influence Condition.  
Not supported 
H4: The proportion of individuals engaging in software piracy 
under the female confederate actor’s influence will be higher 
than the proportion of individuals engaging in software piracy 
under the male confederate actor’s influence for the Ethical 
Social Influence Condition.  
Supported 
H5: The social desirability scores of individuals who pirate 
will not be different than the social desirability scores of 







Chapter 6: Conclusion 
The aim of this thesis was to study software piracy behavior under specified 
conditions. In the research at hand, an experiment was conducted. The goal of the 
experiment was to study was to examine if males or females are more likely to 
influence a group of their peers to either pirate or abstain from pirating a piece of 
software.  
In this section, the key findings of the experiment will be summarized and 
discussed. Later, the contributions of the study will be discussed, and lastly the 
limitations of the study and the future research possibilities are mentioned.  
6.1 Discussion of Key Findings 
As the study was conducted, this discussion of the key findings will be 
presented below. 
6.1.1 Discussion of Results for Study 
The research objective of the study is to examine the effect of social influence 
on software piracy behavior in an experimental setting. This study tests Hypothesis 1 
through Hypothesis 4. While Hypothesis 5 is to examine the success of eliminating 
social desirability bias.  
The results of each of the hypothesis tests are discussed below: 
Hypothesis 1: Control Versus Unethical Social Influence  
In the first hypothesis, it was assumed that the proportion of individuals 
engaging in software piracy in the Unethical Social Influence Condition will be higher 






for both male and female actors. However, the piracy rate in the Control treatment was 
not significantly higher than the piracy rate in both Male Unethical Social Influence 
treatment and Female Unethical Social Influence Treatment. Therefore, the hypothesis 
was not supported. In addition, the Unethical Social Influence manipulation has failed. 
The perceived level of Social influence in the Male Unethical Social Influence 
Condition was less unethical than the social influence in the Control Condition. 
Moreover, the Female Unethical Social Influence was also less unethical than social 
influence in the Control Conduction. This explains why the comparison between the 
piracy rates was the opposite of what hypothesized. The subjects seem to not have felt 
negative social influence by the actors. Subjects needed to understand the actor and 
the Research Assistant’s lines fully, and if they were not paying attention or listening, 
they may have missed the treatment cues, thus causing the issues mentioned. This is 
further mentioned as one of the limitations of the study. 
Hypothesis 2: Control Versus Ethical Social Influence 
In the second hypothesis, it was assumed that the proportion of individuals 
engaging in software piracy in the Ethical Social Influence Condition will be lower 
than the proportion of individuals engaging in software piracy in the Control Condition 
for both male and female actors. The piracy rate in the Control treatment was 
significantly higher than the piracy rate in Male Ethical Social Influence treatment. On 
the other hand, the piracy rate in the Control treatment was not significantly higher 
than the piracy rate in the Female Ethical Social Influence treatment. Thus, the Male 
Ethical Social Influence treatment null hypothesis was supported, but the Female 
Ethical Social Influence portion of Hypothesis 2 was not supported. Moreover, the 






Male Unethical Social Influence Condition, thus further supporting that the Ethical 
Social Influence for the Male actor was effective. 
When the effect of the ethical influence was determined by comparing the 
manipulation checks in the Control Condition (treatment 1, no social influence) to the 
Positive Social Influence Condition (treatment 3 and treatment 5: Male Ethical Social 
Influence Condition and Female Ethical Social Influence Condition, respectively), it 
was found that the Ethical Social Influence manipulation was in the expected 
directionality in both cases. This meant that social influence in the Male Ethical Social 
Influence Condition was less unethical than the social influence in the Control 
Condition and the Female Ethical Social Influence was also less unethical than the 
social influence in the Control Conduction. Thus, while the manipulation check was 
not significant in both cases, the Ethical Social Influence Treatment was somewhat 
successful in the Male Ethical Social Influence treatment group and fully successful in 
the Female Ethical Social Influence treatment group.  
Hypothesis 3: Male Unethical Social Influence Versus Female Unethical Social 
Influence 
The third hypothesis, assumed that the proportion of individuals engaging in 
software piracy under the male confederate actor’s influence would be higher than the 
proportion of individuals engaging in software piracy under the female confederate 
actor’s influence for the Unethical Social Influence Condition. The statistical findings 
here indicate that the piracy rate in the Male Unethical Social Influence Condition was 
not significantly lower than the piracy rate in the Female Unethical Social Influence, 
although the directionality of this comparison was accurately predicted. In addition, 






Influence Treatment and Female Unethical Social Influence Treatment was not 
sufficient to test the effect of unethical social influence. As mentioned prior, the 
subjects seem to not have felt the negative social influence by the actors, and this 
would need to be examined further. 
Hypothesis 4: Male Ethical Social Influence Versus Female Ethical Social 
Influence 
In the fourth hypothesis, it was assumed that the proportion of individuals 
engaging in software piracy under the female confederate actor’s influence will be 
higher than the proportion of individuals engaging in software piracy under the male 
confederate actor’s influence for the Ethical Social Influence Condition. In the 
statistical results, comparing the piracy rate in the Male Ethical Social Influence 
Condition and the Female Ethical Social Influence, it can be seen that the Male Ethical 
Social Influence Condition was significantly lower than the piracy rate in the Female 
Ethical Social Influence, thus the hypothesis was supported.  
As mentioned in previous chapters, this can be explained by the fact that males 
tend to have higher levels of social power than females in cases such as the one at hand 
(e.g.: Carli and Eagly, 2001; Depret and Fiske, 1993; Johnson, 1976; Kanter, 1977; 
Lips, 1991; Lorber, 1998). Due to this, people tend to agree more often with males’ 
verbal contributions in a social setting, as opposed to females’, and eventually 
individuals will submit more often to the views of a male than those of a female 
(Berger et al, 1980). Thus, it is not surprising that the Male Ethical Influence was 
successful in lowering piracy rates, while the Female Ethical Influence was not. Such 







Hypothesis 5: Social Desirability Bias 
In the fifth hypothesis, it was assumed that the social desirability scores of 
individuals who pirate will not be different than the social desirability scores of 
individuals who do not pirate. In essence, this implies that Social Desirability Bias 
would be absent from the experiment (measured through an established scale known 
as the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding, or BIDR). By using a Binary 
Logistic Regression in SPSS, it can be seen how closely associated the BIDR scores 
are to the subjects’ piracy decisions. After running the analysis, it can be seen that the 
two variables (BIDR and Piracy Decision) are not significantly related (p=0.928), 
which confirms that SDB is not factor in the investigation. To further validate this 
result, an ANOVA test was ran comparing the Social Desirability scores of individuals 
that pirated the software, with those that did not, and this yielded the same results. As 
such, fifth hypothesis was fully supported. 
The summary of the findings can be seen in Table 19. 
Table 19: Key Findings 
Hypothesis Finding 
H1 Neither the male nor female actor was successfully able to 
exert unethical social influence and increase the piracy rates. 
H2 The male actor was able to successfully exert ethical social 
influence and decrease the piracy rates. However, the female 
actor was not able to exert ethical social influence and lower 
the piracy rates. 
H3 The male actor was not able to exert unethical social influence 
and raise piracy rates more than the female actor.  
H4 The male actor was able to successfully exert ethical social 
influence and lower the piracy rates more than the female 
actor. 








Next, the contributions of this study will be discussed. 
6.2 Methodological Contribution  
Commonly, software piracy research relies on studies and questionnaires, 
which are a self-report of previous piracy behavior, or on self-report responses of 
subjects’ intention to pirate based on a theoretical plot. As such, these tend to contain 
a level of social desirability bias, which in turn jeopardizes the validity of the results 
of these studies. Therefore, our experimental study, measuring the effect of gender 
differences in identity-based social influence on software piracy behavior, is truly 
novel. We have demonstrated that by utilizing an experiment with real money at stake, 
social desirability bias can be eliminated, even in studies with ethically sensitive 
topics.  
6.3 Empirical Contribution  
Empirically, our study offers a few contributions. First, some gender 
differences in identification-based social influence on software piracy behavior were 
detected, albeit not in across each treatment group as originally hypothesized. In our 
experiment, we have demonstrated that males exerted more ethical influence than 
females in convincing a group of their peers to abstain from pirating a piece of 
software. Further, we have demonstrated that it is possible for software piracy rates to 
be lowered, simply through the application of ethical social influence. Such empirical 
information is helpful in learning more about software piracy behavior in general, as 
well as about identity-based social influence as well as gender differences therein, 






Further, we have added to the empirical evidence that experiments utilizing 
real money can be used to assess piracy behavior without jeopardizing the study to the 
common validity pitfalls of social desirability bias. 
6.4 Theoretical Contribution  
Theoretically, we provided a new view of the software piracy phenomenon, as 
previous research has not mentioned social influence in the same light as herein, in 
particular, the effects of gender differences in identify-based social influence on 
software piracy behavior. Once again, we have expanded the theory of software piracy 
to include the variables of gender in identity-based social influence, and as mentioned 
above in the empirical contributions, have begun to attempt to identify the possible 
differences that may exist between the social influence a male and female exert related 
to the software piracy framework. 
6.5 Practical Contribution 
The effect of gender differences in identify-based social influence on software 
piracy behavior was detected and discussed, and these results could be incorporated 
into the fights against software piracy. However, the manner and the efficacy of this 
undertaking would have to be further studied and evaluated in a practical context. 
6.6 Limitations  
The conducting of experiments calls on the need for compromises in the choice 
of research conditions. No experiment is perfect, and as such there are always 
limitations to the study. First, the research assistant was in the experimental room to 
conduct the study, and interacted with the confederate actors in the presence of the 






possibility of subconsciously making demands. While this is not believed to be the 
case, it is stated as a point of information. Second, the study was conducted in an 
existing computer classroom. There is no flexibility to position the computer monitor 
display, such that subjects cannot see the actions of other subjects. There is no evidence 
that such inter-subject influence exists, but it needs to be acknowledged that the 
possibility exists. Third, the budget for the experiment was limited, the visa gift cards 
number were limited. Each session had about 10 subjects, and each treatment was ran 
three times. If more visa gift cards were at hand, more sessions would be done for the 
sake of accuracy. Finally, even though the positions of the actors were selected 
carefully, there is still a chance that the subjects were not able to notice the actor or 
hear them clearly. While it seems this was not the case, subjects still needed to 
understand the actor and the Research Assistant’s lines fully, and if they were not 
paying attention or listening, they may have missed the treatment cues, thus causing 
the subjects to not behave as originally expected. Although this was painstakingly 
planned for, and monitored through manipulation checks, it seems that some further 
refinement in the experimental procedures is still needed, especially for the Unethical 
Influence treatment groups. As such, there are some limitations in this study. 
6.7 Conclusion 
Driven by gaps in previously published literature, the study presented here is 
an experimental investigation into the gender differences in identity-based social 
influence. In essence, the study examined if males or females are more likely to 
influence a group of their peers to either pirate or abstain from pirating a piece of 
software. While this topic is previously unstudied in the field of software piracy, it 






the published studies in software piracy are inclined to social desirability bias (as these 
studies traditionally rely on surveys and responses to paper-based scenarios), the study 
presented herein has been designed with the specific objective of avoiding social 
desirability bias by having real money at stake in an experimental setting. In sum, the 
examination demonstrated that a male was able to exert ethical social influence on 
their peers (to not pirate) more so than their female counterpart, while the unethical 
social influence (to pirate) was unfortunately not successfully measured due to 
confounding issues. In addition, social desirability bias was successfully avoided in 
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Appendix A: Questionnaire Items and Website for The Experiment 
A.1: Questionnaire Items (English Version) 
Last four digits of your gift card number: _________ 
 








1. Write the last four digits of your gift card on the top right-hand corner of this page. 
2. In responding to the questionnaire, there is no right or wrong answer. Please provide 
the most appropriate response. 








Instructions: Please state the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following 















website was easy 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I had problems 
finding the 
‘BUY NOW’ 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I noticed that 
there was an 
advertisement 
for a free 
download of the 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
It was clear that 
the free 
download option 
was from an 






3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 


























he had found a 
free download 


















whether it was 









3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
















that it was not 









3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 





would be little or 










3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I was not able to 










3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I could not 

















I felt a rapport 








2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 










2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 




not have fit in 






2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 









2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I noticed the 
advertisement 
for the free 
download link 



















Instructions: Please respond to the following items based on the conditions in the 
experiment. (Circle one for each statement). 
 
I turned around and saw 
the student in the last 
row who asked a 
question during the 
session. 
Yes No No one asked a 
question 
The student who asked 
the question could 





2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
No one asked a 
question 
The downloading of the 
software from the free 





2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
It would be unethical to 
download the software 





2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
It would not be wrong 
to download the 





2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
It would be dishonest to 
download the software 








It would be fraudulent 
to download the 






2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
It would be moral to 
download the software 




2 3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I would not have been 
reprimanded if the 
research assistant had 
reported that I 
downloaded the 














I would have been 
criticized if the 
research assistant had 
reported that I 
downloaded the 










I would not have been 
given a warning if the 
research assistant had 
reported that I 
downloaded the 










I would have been 
disapproved of if the 
research assistant had 
reported that I 
downloaded the 










I would have been 
punished if the research 
assistant had reported 
that I downloaded the 










I would have been 
chastised if the research 
assistant had reported 
that I downloaded the 










The student in the last 
row was going to 
download the software 
from the free site. 
Yes No Don’t Know 
The student in the last 
row was going to 
behave unethically. 
 






The student in the last 
row was going to buy 
the software from the 
legal site. 
 
Yes No Don’t Know 
The student in the last 
row was going to 
behave honestly. 
 
Yes No Don’t Know 
How much money were 
you given to acquire the 
software? 
$10 $20 $30 $40 
The software that you 
are getting is: 
A physical package 
 
A digital download 




$10 $15 $20 
The cost of the software 
is: 
Affordable 
       
Not affordable 
 
The cost of the software 
is:  
Unfair 
                          
Fair 
 
In the study, it was clear 
that I could keep any 
money that I did not 























<18 18-29 30-39 40-49 >49 
Student 
Status 
Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Graduate Other 
Academic 
Major 



























Instructions: Based on your personal assessment, please indicate the extent to which 












3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
It would be hard 
for me to break 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I don't care to 
know what other 
people really 






3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I have not always 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I always know 


















3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
Once I've made 
up my mind, 








3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I am not a safe 
driver when I 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I am fully in 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
It's hard for me to 








3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 















I sometimes lose 
out on things 
because I can't 








3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
The reason I vote 
is because my 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
My parents were 








3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 


















3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I am very 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I have sometimes 
doubted my 






3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
It's all right with 
me if some 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I don't always 
know the reasons 
why I do the 






3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I sometimes tell 






3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
There have been 









3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 













I sometimes try 
to get even rather 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I always obey 
laws, even if I'm 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I have said 
something bad 








3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
When I hear 
people talking 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I have received 










3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 








3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 









3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I have never 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I sometimes drive 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 








3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I have done 
things that I don't 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I never take 
things that don't 














I have taken sick-
leave from work 
or school even 







3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 
I have never 
damaged a library 









3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 








3 4 5 6 7 
(Strongly 
Disagree) 


















Instructions: Please separate this last sheet from the rest of your questionnaire and hand 
it in separately. 
 
 
Debriefing and Results of the Study 
 
If you have questions about the study, or would be interested in knowing the results, please 
provide us with your email below, or send an email to Prof Marton Gergely 
(mgergely@uaeu.ac.ae). Results will be available only after Jan 1, 2019. 
 
Email:  _________________________________________________ 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY OF THE STUDY 
 
Data gathering for the current study will continue through August 30, 2018. Please do not 
discuss the scenario or the questions that you answered with anyone. The success of the 
study depends on your cooperation.  
 
 
I agree not to discuss any aspect of the study – what I did, what happened, what questions I 
completed – with anyone, including other subjects and others who are not participating in 






























A.2: Questionnaire Items (Arabic Version) 
 آخر أربع أرقام من رقم بطاقة الهدية: _______
 








 .أكتب األرقام األربعة األخيرة من بطاقة الهدية في الركن األيمن العلوي من هذه الصفحة .1
 .ال توجد إجابة صحيحة أو خاطئة في اإلجابة على االستبيان. الرجاء اإلجابة على حسب مالءمة .2


















4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(






6 5 4 3 2 1 
 (أوافق بشدة)
واجهت مشاكل في العثور 





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
لقد الحظت أن هناك 
إعالن للتحميل مجاناً من 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
كان من الواضح أن خيار 
التحميل المجاني لموقع 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
سيكون من غير األخالقي 






6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
لن يكون من الخطأ تحميل 






6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
سيكون عمال غير نزيها 






6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
سيكون نوعا من االحتيال 











6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
سيكون تحميل البرنامج 








4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
أعتقد أن بيئة الجامعة 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
الذي عطل  الطالب
التجربة ادعى أنه وجد 
رابط تحميل مجاني 






4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
الطالب الذي عطل 
التجربة تسأل عما إذا كان 
مسموح الحصول على 
البرنامج من رابط 






4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
سؤال الطالب أنا لم أفهم 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
لم أتقبل  






6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
شعرت بالترابط مع 






6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
الطالب الذي عطل الجلسة 
التجريبية كان باإلمكان أن 





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
الطالب الذي عطل الجلسة 
التجريبية سيكون شاذا 






6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
الطالب الذي عطل الجلسة 










6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
قال مساعد البحث أنه 
غير مسموح الحصول 
على البرنامج من رابط 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
قاطعت حديث مساعد 
البحث لكي أوضح أنه 
سيكون هناك عائق بسيط 
أو غير معروف في حاله 
الحصول على البرنامج 





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
لم أستطيع تقبل ما كان 





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
الحظت اإلعالن عن 
الرابط المجاني للتحميل 















 أحد سؤاالً 
التفت إلى الوراء ألرى الطالب في الصف األخير  نعم ال
 الذي طرح سؤاالً خالل الدورة
لم يسأل 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
يمكن بسهولة أن 










من الموقع مجاناً 
كان عمل غير 
 أخالقي
 7 ال أعلم
أعارض )
 (بشدة
6 5 4 3 2 1 
أوافق )
 (بشدة
أنا لن أتعرض 
لتوبيخ إذا مساعد 
البحث شكي أني 
حملت البرنامج 
ً من  الموقع مجانا  
 7 ال أعلم
أعارض )
 (بشدة
6 5 4 3 2 1 
أوافق )
 (بشدة
كنت سأنتقد إذا 






 7 ال أعلم
أعارض )
 (بشدة
6 5 4 3 2 1 
أوافق )
 (بشدة
لم أكن ألعطى 
تحذيرا لو أن 
مساعد البحوث لم 





 7 ال أعلم
أعارض )
 (بشدة
6 5 4 3 2 1 
أوافق )
 (بشدة
كنت سوف أرفض 






 7 ال أعلم
أعارض )
 (بشدة
6 5 4 3 2 1 
أوافق )
 (بشدة
كنت سأعاقب لو 
أن مساعد 
األبحاث أبلغ باني 









 7 ال أعلم
أعارض )
 (بشدة
6 5 4 3 2 1 
أوافق )
 (بشدة
كنت سأعاقب لو 
أن مساعد 





الطالب في الصف األخير كان سيحمل البرنامج من  نعم ال ال أعلم
 ً  الموقع مجانا
  نعم ال ال أعلم
الصف األخير كان سيتصرف بتصرف الطالب في 
 غير أخالقي
الطالب في الصف األخير كان سيشتري البرنامج  نعم ال ال أعلم
 .من الموقع القانوني
 













برنامج ذو أقراص 
 ملموسة للتحميل
 
 البرنامج الذي تحصل عليه هو: 
122 
 درهم
درهم 75 درهم 52   25 
 درهم
 تكاليف البرمجيات )تقريبا(: 
 مكلف غير مكلف
 
 تكلفة البرنامج:




6 5 4 3 2 1 
أوافق )
 (بشدة
في الدراسة، كان 
واضحا أنه بأماكني 
االحتفاظ بأي مبلغ لم 















>49 49-42 39-32 11-29  العمر 
 الحالة الدراسية مستجد سنة ثانية  سنة ثالثة  أقدم خريج أخرى
































على التقييم الشخصي الخاص بك، يرجى بيان المدى الذي تتفق مع العبارات التالية.  : استناداً تعليمات





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
انطباعي األول عن األشخاص 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
حينما تثار مشاعري, فإنها 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
عندما أتخذ قراري، فإنه من 





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
أنا سائق غير أمين عندما 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
أخسر أنا في بعض األحيان 
بعض األمور بسبب عدم 





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
أنا أصوت والسبب ألن 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
والداي لم يكونا دائما على 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(









6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
أنا ال مانع لدي إذا كان بعض 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
أنا ال أعرف دائما األسباب لماذا 





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
لقد استغليت بعض األشخاص 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
األحيان أحاول أنا في بعض 
الحصول على القصاص بدالً 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
أنا دائما أتبع القانون, حتى ولو 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
لقد تلقيت مبلغا متبقيا )فكه( 
أكثر مما استحق من مندوب 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
عندما كنت صغيراً في بعض 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(










6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
أنا أسوق أسرع من السرعة 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
أنا لم أخذ األشياء التي ال تنتمي 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
 )أوافق
 بشدة(
لقد أخذت إجازة مرضية من 
العمل أو المدرسة حتى ولو لم 




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(
 أنا لم أضرر كتاب في مكتبة أو





6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(




6 5 4 3 2 1 
)أوافق 
 بشدة(









 التعليمات: الرجاء فصل هذه الورقة األخيرة عن بقية االستبيان الخاص بك ,سلم كل على حدة.
 
 استخالص المعلومات ونتائج الدراسة
 
تزويدنا بالبريد اإللكتروني الخاص بك أدناه، أو إذا كان لديك أسئلة حول الدراسة، أو كنت مهتم بمعرفة النتائج، يرجى 




2219يناير  1 بعد وسوف تتاح النتائج  
 




تجميع البيانات لدراسة الحالية ستستمر حتى 31 أغسطس 2211, الرجاء عدم مناقشة المشهد أو األسئلة التي أجبت 
 عليها مع أي شخص. يتوقف نجاح الدراسة على حسن تعاونكم.
ذا حصل مع أي شخص، بما في ذلك ما فعلت، وما-أنا أتفق على عدم مناقشة أي جانب من جوانب هذه الدراسة 
 المواضيع األخرى، وغيرهم ممن لم يشاركوا في الدراسة حتى 31 أغسطس 2211.
 
 



































Appendix B: Spss Output for Statistical Analysis  
B.1: Logistic Regression for Social Desirability Bias (BIDR)  
Notes 
Output Created 25-SEP-2018 12:09:19 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
201 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing values for 
factor, subject and within-
subject variables are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on cases 
with valid data for all variables 
in the model. 
Weight Handling not applicable 
Syntax GENLIN Decision 
(REFERENCE=LAST) WITH 
BIDR 














  LIKELIHOOD=FULL 
 /MISSING 
CLASSMISSING=EXCLUDE 
 /PRINT CPS DESCRIPTIVES 
MODELINFO FIT SUMMARY 
SOLUTION. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.05 









Dependent Variable Decisiona 
Probability Distribution Binomial 
Link Function Logit 
 
a. The procedure models .00 as the response, treating 
1.00 as the reference category. 
 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 N Percent 
Included 201 100.0% 
Excluded 0 0.0% 
Total 201 100.0% 
 
 
Categorical Variable Information 
 N Percent 
Dependent Variable Decision .00 149 74.1% 
1.00 52 25.9% 
Total 201 100.0% 
 
 
Continuous Variable Information 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Covariate BIDR 201 1.00 29.00 15.5821 5.86639 
 
 
Goodness of Fita 
 Value Df Value/df 
Deviance 34.392 26 1.323 
Scaled Deviance 34.392 26  
Pearson Chi-Square 31.011 26 1.193 
Scaled Pearson Chi-Square 31.011 26  
Log Likelihoodb -40.126   












Consistent AIC (CAIC) 92.858   
 
Dependent Variable: Decision  
Model: (Intercept), BIDRa 
a. Information criteria are in smaller-is-better form. 
b. The full log likelihood function is displayed and used in 







Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square Df Sig. 
.008 1 .928 
 
Dependent Variable: Decision  
Model: (Intercept), BIDRa 




Tests of Model Effects 
Source 
Type III 
Wald Chi-Square Df Sig. 
(Intercept) 4.917 1 .027 
BIDR .008 1 .928 
 
Dependent Variable: Decision  







Confidence Interval Hypothesis Test 
Lower Upper 
Wald Chi-
Square df Sig. 
(Intercept) 1.014 .4574 .118 1.911 4.917 1 .027 
BIDR .002 .0275 -.052 .056 .008 1 .928 
(Scale) 1a       
 
Dependent Variable: Decision  
Model: (Intercept), BIDR 









B.2: Planned Comparison of Control Group Versus Male Unethical Social 
Influence Group 
 Notes 
Output Created 25-SEP-2018 12:12:07 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
79 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing 
values are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics for each table 
are based on all the cases 
with valid data in the 
specified range(s) for all 
variables in each table. 
Syntax CROSSTABS 







 /COUNT ROUND CELL 
 /BARCHART. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:01.75 
Elapsed Time 00:00:01.00 
Dimensions Requested 2 








Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Treatment * 
Decision 
79 100.0% 0 0.0% 79 100.0% 
 
 




Total NoPay Pay 
Treatment Control 34 9 43 
Unethical Male Influence 28 8 36 


















.000 1 1.000 
  
Likelihood Ratio .019 1 .889   
Fisher's Exact Test    1.000 .552 
N of Valid Cases 79     
 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.75. 







Nominal by Nominal Phi .016 .889 
Cramer's V .016 .889 










B.3: Planned Comparisons of Control Group Versus Male Ethical Social 
Influence Group 
Notes 
Output Created 25-SEP-2018 12:12:42 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
79 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing 
values are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics for each table 
are based on all the cases 
with valid data in the 
specified range(s) for all 














 /COUNT ROUND CELL 
 /BARCHART. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.25 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 
Dimensions Requested 2 
Cells Available 524245 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Treatment * 
Decision 
79 100.0% 0 0.0% 79 100.0% 
 
 




Total NoPay Pay 
Treatment Control 34 9 43 
Ethical Male Influence 21 15 36 


















3.064 1 .080 
  
Likelihood Ratio 3.997 1 .046   
Fisher's Exact Test    .054 .040 
N of Valid Cases 79     
 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 10.94. 










Nominal by Nominal Phi .225 .046 
Cramer's V .225 .046 




B.4: Planned Comparison of Control Group Versus Female Unethical Social 
Influence Group 
Notes 
Output Created 25-SEP-2018 12:13:20 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
86 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing 







Cases Used Statistics for each table 
are based on all the cases 
with valid data in the 
specified range(s) for all 
variables in each table. 
Syntax CROSSTABS 







 /COUNT ROUND CELL 
 /BARCHART. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.23 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 
Dimensions Requested 2 
Cells Available 524245 
 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Treatment * 
Decision 
86 100.0% 0 0.0% 86 100.0% 
 
 




Total NoPay Pay 
Treatment Control 34 9 43 
Unethical Female Influence 34 9 43 
Total 68 18 86 
 
Chi-Square Tests 














.000 1 1.000 
  
Likelihood Ratio .000 1 1.000   
Fisher's Exact Test    1.000 .604 







a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 
is 9.00. 







Nominal by Nominal Phi .000 1.000 
Cramer's V .000 1.000 










B.5: Planned Comparison of Control Group Versus Female Ethical Social 
Influence Group 
Notes 
Output Created 25-SEP-2018 12:13:53 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
86 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing 
values are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics for each table 
are based on all the cases 
with valid data in the 
specified range(s) for all 
variables in each table. 
Syntax CROSSTABS 







 /COUNT ROUND CELL 
 /BARCHART. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.18 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 
Dimensions Requested 2 
Cells Available 524245 
 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Treatment * 
Decision 












Total NoPay Pay 
Treatment Control 34 9 43 
Ethical Female Influence 32 11 43 


















.065 1 .799 
  
Likelihood Ratio .261 1 .609   
Fisher's Exact Test    .799 .400 
N of Valid Cases 86     
 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 
is 10.00. 






Nominal by Nominal Phi .055 .610 
Cramer's V .055 .610 










B.6: Planned Comparison of Male Unethical Social Influence Group Versus 
Female Unethical Social Influence Group 
Notes 
Output Created 25-SEP-2018 12:17:31 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
79 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing 
values are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics for each table 
are based on all the cases 
with valid data in the 
specified range(s) for all 














 /COUNT ROUND CELL 
 /BARCHART. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.17 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 
Dimensions Requested 2 
Cells Available 524245 
 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Treatment * 
Decision 
79 100.0% 0 0.0% 79 100.0% 
 
 




Total NoPay Pay 
Treatment Unethical Female Influence 34 9 43 
Unethical Male Influence 28 8 36 


















.000 1 1.000 
  
Likelihood Ratio .019 1 .889   
Fisher's Exact Test    1.000 .552 
N of Valid Cases 79     
 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 
is 7.75. 










Nominal by Nominal Phi .016 .889 
Cramer's V .016 .889 





B.7: Planned Comparison of Male Ethical Social Influence GroupVersus 
Female Ethical Social Influence Group 
Notes 
Output Created 25-SEP-2018 12:18:24 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
79 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing 







Cases Used Statistics for each table 
are based on all the cases 
with valid data in the 
specified range(s) for all 
variables in each table. 
Syntax CROSSTABS 







 /COUNT ROUND CELL 
 /BARCHART. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.17 
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.00 
Dimensions Requested 2 
Cells Available 524245 
 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Treatment * 
Decision 
79 100.0% 0 0.0% 79 100.0% 
 
 




Total NoPay Pay 
Treatment Ethical Female Influence 32 11 43 
Ethical Male Influence 21 15 36 























1.625 1 .202 
  
Likelihood Ratio 2.296 1 .130   
Fisher's Exact Test    .154 .101 
N of Valid Cases 79     
 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 
is 11.85. 














Nominal by Nominal Phi .170 .130 
Cramer's V .170 .130 




B.8: ANOVA Analysis of Decision Versus Social Desirability Bias (BIDR) 
Notes 
Output Created 25-SEP-2018 12:23:21 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
201 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing 
values are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics for each 
analysis are based on 
cases with no missing 
data for any variable in 
the analysis. 




 /PLOT MEANS 
 /MISSING ANALYSIS. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.15 

















0 149 15.6040 5.71132 .46789 14.6794 16.5286 1.00 29.00 
1 52 15.5192 6.34774 .88027 13.7520 17.2865 2.00 29.00 












Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups .277 1 .277 .008 .929 
Within Groups 6882.618 199 34.586   














B.9: Scale Reliability Check of Influence Items (Items 10, 11, 12, and 13) 
Notes 
Output Created 25-SEP-2018 12:32:50 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
282 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value 
Handling 
Definition of Missing User-defined missing values 
are treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all 
cases with valid data for all 
variables in the procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
 /VARIABLES=Item10 Item11 
Item12 Item13 







Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.00 




Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 281 99.6 
Excludeda 1 .4 
Total 282 100.0 
 






Cronbach's Alpha Based 
on Standardized Items N of Items 









 Mean Std. Deviation N 
Item10 1.2705 .61946 281 
Item11 .9679 .67271 281 
Item12 1.0714 .62841 281 
Item13 1.0321 .60566 281 
 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 Item10 Item11 Item12 Item13 
Item10 1.000 .261 .353 .329 
Item11 .261 1.000 .115 .327 
Item12 .353 .115 1.000 .538 


















Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Item10 3.0714 1.988 .423 .184 .584 
Item11 3.3740 2.077 .300 .146 .673 
Item12 3.2705 1.934 .448 .334 .567 




Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
4.3418 3.111 1.76378 4 
 
B.10: Scale Reliability Check of Influence Items (Items 10, 12, and 13) 
Notes 
Output Created 25-SEP-2018 12:33:23 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
282 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value 
Handling 
Definition of Missing User-defined missing values 






Cases Used Statistics are based on all 
cases with valid data for all 
variables in the procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
 /VARIABLES=Item10 Item12 
Item13 







Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.00 




Scale: ALL VARIABLES 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 281 99.6 
Excludeda 1 .4 
Total 282 100.0 
 






Cronbach's Alpha Based 
on Standardized Items N of Items 




 Mean Std. Deviation N 
Item10 1.2705 .61946 281 
Item12 1.0714 .62841 281 
Item13 1.0321 .60566 281 
 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 Item10 Item12 Item13 
Item10 1.000 .353 .329 
Item12 .353 1.000 .538 





















Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Item10 2.1035 1.171 .389 .152 .699 
Item12 2.3026 .997 .546 .325 .495 




Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
3.3740 2.077 1.44116 3 
 
 
   
 
B.11: Scale Reliability Check of Influence Items (Items 12 and 13) 
Notes 
Output Created 25-SEP-2018 12:34:25 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
282 
Matrix Input  
Missing Value 
Handling 
Definition of Missing User-defined missing values 
are treated as missing. 
Cases Used Statistics are based on all 
cases with valid data for all 
variables in the procedure. 
Syntax RELIABILITY 
 /VARIABLES=Item12 Item13 







Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.00 








Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 281 99.6 
Excludeda 1 .4 
Total 282 100.0 
 






Cronbach's Alpha Based 
on Standardized Items N of Items 




 Mean Std. Deviation N 
Item12 1.0714 .62841 281 
Item13 1.0321 .60566 281 
 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 Item12 Item13 
Item12 1.000 .538 


















Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Item12 1.0321 .367 .538 .290 . 




Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 








B.12: One-Way T-Test of Influence 11, Influence 12, Influence 13 by Treatment 
Group 
Notes 
Output Created 25-SEP-2018 13:36:15 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
79 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing 
values are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics for each 
analysis are based on 
cases with no missing 
data for any variable in 
the analysis. 
Syntax ONEWAY Influence4 




 /PLOT MEANS 
 /MISSING ANALYSIS. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:01.89 





















Influence4 1 43 -
.1512 
.46014 .07017 -.2928 -.0096 -1.00 
2 36 -
.0556 
.28101 .04684 -.1506 .0395 -1.00 
Total 79 -
.1076 
.38953 .04383 -.1948 -.0203 -1.00 
Influence3 1 43 -
.2248 
.52312 .07978 -.3858 -.0638 -1.00 
2 36 -
.0278 
.33214 .05536 -.1402 .0846 -1.00 
Total 79 -
.1350 
.45454 .05114 -.2368 -.0332 -1.00 
Influence2 1 43 -
.1279 
.61811 .09426 -.3181 .0623 -1.00 
2 36 -
.0139 
.36812 .06135 -.1384 .1107 -1.00 
Total 79 -
.0759 





Influence4 1 1.00 
2 .75 
Total 1.00 
Influence3 1 1.00 
2 1.00 
Total 1.00 















Square F Sig. 
Influence4 Between 
Groups 
.179 1 .179 1.183 .280 
Within Groups 11.656 77 .151   
Total 11.835 78    
Influence3 Between 
Groups 
.761 1 .761 3.815 .054 
Within Groups 15.355 77 .199   
Total 16.115 78    
Influence2 Between 
Groups 
.255 1 .255 .943 .334 
Within Groups 20.790 77 .270   




























Output Created 25-SEP-2018 13:37:55 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
79 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing 
values are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics for each 
analysis are based on 
cases with no missing 
data for any variable in 
the analysis. 
Syntax ONEWAY Influence4 




 /PLOT MEANS 
 /MISSING ANALYSIS. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.51 
















Influence4 1 43 -.1512 .46014 .07017 -.2928 -.0096 -1.00 
3 36 -.0347 .49336 .08223 -.2017 .1322 -1.00 
Total 79 -.0981 .47606 .05356 -.2047 .0085 -1.00 
Influence3 1 43 -.2248 .52312 .07978 -.3858 -.0638 -1.00 
3 36 -.1019 .51529 .08588 -.2762 .0725 -1.00 
Total 79 -.1688 .51990 .05849 -.2852 -.0523 -1.00 
Influence2 1 43 -.1279 .61811 .09426 -.3181 .0623 -1.00 
3 36 -.0556 .59495 .09916 -.2569 .1457 -1.00 










Influence4 1 1.00 
3 1.00 
Total 1.00 
Influence3 1 1.00 
3 1.00 
Total 1.00 










Square F Sig. 
Influence4 Between 
Groups 
.266 1 .266 1.175 .282 
Within Groups 17.412 77 .226   
Total 17.677 78    
Influence3 Between 
Groups 
.296 1 .296 1.097 .298 
Within Groups 20.787 77 .270   
Total 21.083 78    
Influence2 Between 
Groups 
.103 1 .103 .278 .600 
Within Groups 28.435 77 .369   



























Output Created 25-SEP-2018 13:38:29 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
86 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing 
values are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics for each 
analysis are based on 
cases with no missing 







Syntax ONEWAY Influence4 




 /PLOT MEANS 
 /MISSING ANALYSIS. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.46 
















Influence4 1 43 -
.1512 
.46014 .07017 -.2928 -.0096 -1.00 
4 43 -
.0291 
.47936 .07310 -.1766 .1185 -1.00 
Total 86 -
.0901 
.47110 .05080 -.1911 .0109 -1.00 
Influence3 1 43 -
.2248 
.52312 .07978 -.3858 -.0638 -1.00 
4 43 -
.0698 
.51207 .07809 -.2274 .0878 -1.00 
Total 86 -
.1473 
.52044 .05612 -.2589 -.0357 -1.00 
Influence2 1 43 -
.1279 
.61811 .09426 -.3181 .0623 -1.00 
4 43 .0116 .50578 .07713 -.1440 .1673 -1.00 
Total 86 -
.0581 





Influence4 1 1.00 
4 1.00 
Total 1.00 
Influence3 1 1.00 
4 1.00 
Total 1.00 













Square F Sig. 
Influence4 Between 
Groups 
.320 1 .320 1.452 .232 
Within Groups 18.544 84 .221   
Total 18.864 85    
Influence3 Between 
Groups 
.517 1 .517 1.929 .169 
Within Groups 22.506 84 .268   
Total 23.023 85    
Influence2 Between 
Groups 
.419 1 .419 1.313 .255 
Within Groups 26.791 84 .319   

























Output Created 25-SEP-2018 13:39:10 
Comments  
Input Active Dataset DataSet0 
Filter <none> 
Weight <none> 
Split File <none> 
N of Rows in Working 
Data File 
86 
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing User-defined missing 
values are treated as 
missing. 
Cases Used Statistics for each 
analysis are based on 
cases with no missing 
data for any variable in 
the analysis. 
Syntax ONEWAY Influence4 




 /PLOT MEANS 
 /MISSING ANALYSIS. 
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.40 
















Influence4 1 43 -.1512 .46014 .07017 -.2928 -.0096 -1.00 
5 43 -.0178 .48285 .07363 -.1664 .1308 -1.00 
Total 86 -.0845 .47363 .05107 -.1860 .0171 -1.00 
Influence3 1 43 -.2248 .52312 .07978 -.3858 -.0638 -1.00 
5 43 -.0394 .49399 .07533 -.1914 .1126 -1.00 
Total 86 -.1321 .51429 .05546 -.2424 -.0218 -1.00 
Influence2 1 43 -.1279 .61811 .09426 -.3181 .0623 -1.00 
5 43 .0921 .58017 .08848 -.0865 .2706 -1.00 










Influence4 1 1.00 
5 1.00 
Total 1.00 
Influence3 1 1.00 
5 1.00 
Total 1.00 












Square F Sig. 
Influence4 Between 
Groups 
.383 1 .383 1.720 .193 
Within Groups 18.685 84 .222   
Total 19.067 85    
Influence3 Between 
Groups 
.739 1 .739 2.855 .095 
Within Groups 21.743 84 .259   
Total 22.482 85    
Influence2 Between 
Groups 
1.040 1 1.040 2.895 .093 
Within Groups 30.184 84 .359   
Total 31.224 85    
 
 
 
 
 
  
130 
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